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organizational climate was a composite of Baehr Experience and
Background Questionnaire, Fleishman's Leadership Opinion
Questionnaire and Halpin's Organizational Climate Descriptive
Questionnaire, respectively.
Statistical analyses of the date included factor analysis,
regression analysis, and analysis of variance to determine the
relationship of leadership behavior to demographics and
organizational climate.
Conclusions
Japanese public school administrators' leadership behavior
correlated significantly with family responsibility,
organizational climate, health, and work experience. However, the
results of the regression analysis indicated family responsibility
and organizational climate were the primary determinants of
Japanese public school administrator's leadership behavior.
Whereas, the American public school administrator's leadership
behavior was related to work experience, educational experience,
organizational climate and financial status. However, the results
of the regression analysis revealed that none of the variables
were significant at the .05 level of significance.
In summary, Japanese public school administrator's leadership
behavior appears to be more structured when compared to the
considerate American public school administrator's leadership
2
behavior. Also, the organizational climate of 3apan tends to be
more paternal, controlled or closed when compared to the more open
American organizational climate. It is this researcher's opinion
that these findings suggest that both American and Japanese public
school administrator's leadership behavior patterns, and their
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Statement of the Problem
The National Commission of Excellence in Education, A Nation
at Risk (1983) and other groups report that American students
appeared to be learning less.
Recent studies provided a grim picture of the academic
achievement in the United States as compared with certain other
nations, even in the elementary grades. Stevenson (1983) found
that in mathematics. United States students fell farther behind
the Japanese and Taiwanese at each grade level; and by 5th grade,
the worst Asian classes in his large samples exceeded the best
American class. Walberg's (1983) research and observations in
elementary science classes in Japan corroborated Stevenson's
findings. Recent achievement comparisons in high school
mathematics also showed that American high school students score
on average at the first or second percentile of Japanese norms.
This researcher posited that student achievement, or the lack
of it, is in part predicated by the leadership behavior of school
administrators based on the following research. Vaill (1982)
found that leaders of high performing systems have strong feelings
about the attainment of their systems' purposes, focus on key
issues and variables, and put in extraordinary amounts of time to
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achieve their purposes. In addition, Masasse (1984) found that
principals of successful schools have a vision of what their
schools should be and of their role in achieving it.
Consequently, this research sought to determine the nature of
leadership behavior in public school administrators in diverse
cultures such as Tokyo, Japan and Atlanta, Georgia, U.S.A.
Specifically, the research problem of this study dealt with
the following questions:
(1) What is the relationship between the demographics of the
Japanese public school administrator and his/her
leadership behavior?
(2) What is the relationship between the organizational
climate and the Japanese public school administrator's
leadership behavior?
(3) What is the relationship between the demographic^s of the
American public administrator and his/her leadership
behavior?
(4) What is the relationship between the organizational
climate and the American public school administrator's
leadership behavior?
(5) What is the difference between the leadership behavior
of Japanese public school administrator and the leader¬
ship behavior of the American public administrator?
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(6) What is the difference between the Japanese organiza¬
tional climate and the American organizational climate?
Purpose
The purpose of this study was to compare two influential
factors related to the leadership behavior of Japanese and
American public school administrators. The main variables for
this investigation were demographics and organizational climate.
Evolution of the Problem
The school administrator plays a major role in the effective
functioning of an educational system and that system's objective
is academic achievement. However, over a period of several years,
the writer noted that in the research literature, the academic
achievement of students in the United States appeared to be
declining in comparison with other countries.
The literature is replete with possible causes for the
decline in academic achievement. Some attributing factors are the
lack of financial and human resources, the socioeconomic status of
the parents, the acumen of teachers, low morale, etc. Since 1979,
articles dealing with Japanese education have frequently appeared
in journals, popular magazines, and newspapers. These writings
suggested that there are certain selective elements of the
Japanese system of education that can be borrowed that may enhance
the American system of education (Shimahara, 1985).
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The results of this study, because of its potential benefit
could add to the body of knowledge as it relates to the
administrative practices of education and its affects on student
achievement in the United States.
Theoretical Framework
The purpose of this study was to compare influential factors
relating to the leadership behavior of Japanese and American
public school administrators under the assumption that leadership
behavior impacts academic achievement. The theoretical framework
of study is an extension of the theory of organizational behavior
performance developed by contingency theorists (Burns and Stalker
1961; Lawrence and Lorsch 1967; Lorsch and Morse 1974). The basic
assumption underlying contingency theory is that organizational
variables are in a complex relationship with one another and with
conditions in the environment and may be terms "integrative
contingency theory." This model will seek to provide an
understanding of the interrelationships among major components
that should be taken into account when organizational comparisons
are made.
The model included two major components that impact leaders'
behavior. They are: 1) demographics - the education,
socioeconomic status (S.E.S.), work experience, outside activities
and interests, and health and 2) the organizational climate - the
internal environment or organization. Figure 1, also shows two










other components that have an implied relationship to leadership
behavior. They are the external environment within which a school
organization interacts in its attempt to survive within a given
domain and student achievement. Student achievement, or the lack
of it, in part has been posited by this researcher to be
predicated by the leadership behavior of the school administrator.
The arrows in Figure 1 linking the components indicate the
integration of the variables and impact on leaders' behavior.
From the above discussion, the following null hypotheses were
formulated.
Null Hypotheses
1. There will be no statistically significant relationship
between the leadership behavior of the Japanese public
school administrator and demographics.
2. There will be no statistically significant relationship
between the leadership behavior of Japanese public school
administrators and organizational climate.
3. There will be no statistically significant relationship
between the leadership behavior of the American public
school administrator and demographics.
4. There will be no statistically significant relationship
between the leadership behavior of American public school
administrators and organizational climate.
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5. There will no statistically significant difference
between the leadership behavior of Japanese public school
administrators and that of the American public school
administrators.
6. There will be no statistically significant difference
between the organizational climate of Japanese public
school administrators and the organizational climate of
the American public school administrators.
Definition of Terms
The following terms were operationally defined for this
study:
1. Demographics - the personal background of the public
school administrator as measured by the Baehr Experience
and Background Questionnaire. Factors included in
questionnaire are;
Work Experience - long term and settled responsibility in
work environment.
Educational Experience - successful school achievement of
administrator.
Activities and Interest - informal and formal group
participation.
Financial Status - competent handling of personal
finances and accumulation of material
goods.
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Family Responsibility - assumption of parental and
marital responsibilities.
Parental Family Adjustment - stable, happy childhood
environment.
Health - better than average health through life as a
whole; little or no time lost from work due to
illness.
2. Organizational Climate - the pattern of social
interaction which characterizes an organization;
organizational personality as open or closed as measured
by the Halpin-Croft Organizational Climate Descriptive
Questionnaire (O.C.D.Q.).
Open organizational school climate - social interactions
within the organization which are high in esprit thrust,
and consideration; low -in hindrance, disengagement,
production emphasis, and aloofness.
Closed organizational school climate - social
interactions which are low in thrust and esprit and high
in disengagement.
3. Public school administrator - any person in charge of the
building (i.e. the principal or director).
94.Leadership behavior - the interaction or performance of
the leader with the organization. Leadership performance
was measured by the Edwin A. Fleishman's Leader Opinion
Questionnaire (L.O.Q.) in two basic dimensions
—initiating structure and consideration.
Initiating Structure - leadership behavior that reflects
the extend to which the leader is likely to define and
structure his own role and those of subordinates toward
goal achievement. The leader plays a very active role in
directing group activities through planning, very active
role in directing group activities through planning,
communicating information, scheduling, criticizing and
trying out new ideas.
Consideration - leader behavior that reflects the extent
to which the leader is likely to have job relationships
with subordinates characterized by mutual trust, respect
for their ideas, consideration of their feelings, and a
certain warmth between the leader and them.
5. Social System - a bounded set of interrelated parts
acting together to form a single unit.
6. Organization - a social system consisting of individuals.
groups, and structures.
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The Significance of the Study
Most people think of Japan as a small country. Even the
Japanese have this idea firmly in mind. And small it is if seen
on a world map. Japan is an island off the east coast of Eurasia
in the Pacific Ocean. Japan has about 25 million people that live
in an area approximately the size of the States of New York, New
Jersey, Pennsylvania, and all of New England combined except for
Main (Reischauer, 1980).
Americans were once accustomed to thinking of Japan as an
impressive, but rather diminutive offspring of Allied
reconstruction efforts after World War II (Vogel, 1979). But the
days of condescesion are over. Various studies have been
conducted comparing Japanese and American consumer products (Kazuo
Sato, 1980) Japanese and American Management Systems (Kagono, et.
al, 1980), Japanese and American Science Education Programs
(Troast, 1984) and Japanese and American Teacher Salaries (Troast,
1984), etc. — All suggesting Japanese superiority (Vogel, 1979).
Japanese education has fascinated Americans for the past ten
years. Even American corporations have sought to identify the
sources of Japanese industrial strength; American journalists
seeking the wellspring of the competitiveness and unsurpassed
productivity of Japanese industry, have nominated schooling as its
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source (New York Times, 1982). However, no study was found
comparing 3apanese and American leadership behavior in education,
an important variable affecting student achievement.
By comparing the leadership behavior of elementary school
administrators in 3apan and America according to the Leadership
Behavior Descriptive Questionnaire, it is possible that
differences in the behavior will be detected. These differences
will be described and measured to determine if there is a
relationship to differences in behavior.
Considering the gravity of the problem of student achievement
in public schools in the U.S.A. (A Nation at Risk, 1983), and the
nature and scope of 3apan's successes, it is imperative that
research be conducted to explore all beneficial differences that
may exist between 3apanese school administrators' leadership
behavior and American school administrators' leadership behavior.
Because no study was found comparing the leadership behavior
of public school administrators in 3apan and America, a study of
this nature facilitates the study of possible reformation of the
current educational system in the U.S. which is the major
significance of this study.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Introduction
Since the intent of the study was to compare influential
factors related to leadership behavior of Japanese and American
School Administrators, the literature review focused on empirical
research in America and in cross-cultural context relative to
leadership styles, organizational climate, demographics, and other
variables that have been observed, analyzed and documented by
other researchers. Therefore, the literature review was completed
in three major areas considered related to the study. The first
area discussed is leadership. In this section, the historical
development of leadership was discussed along with pertinent
studies and findings related to it s impact on leadership external
and internal climate and its relationship to leadership behavior.
The third area of review focused on demographics of the leader and
its impact on leadership behavior.
Leadership
The leadership behavior of the administrator is fundamental
to this study; therefore, it is appropriate to explore the topic
12
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At the beginning of the twentieth century, great debate arose
among managerial theorists on the subject of leadership. Thomas
Caryle (1910) is noted for his development of the "great man"
theory. He believed that nations of people progressed, as a
result of efforts and accomplishments of great men of that
particular time. Opponents to Caryle's Theory postulated that
world events were more sociological in nature making progress and
individual achievement a product of cultural determinism. They
believed that forces in society shaped man's efforts and not that
a great man shaped the efforts of the people. Although both
theories were presented, researchers were unable to provide
adequate empirical data to support their ideas. Thus, major
efforts were undertaken to find a valid explanation of differences
observed in leader's behavior.
With the advent of World War I, World War II and many people
emerging as heroes of those wars, interest increased in the
subject of leadership behavior.
Smith and Krueger (1933) through various statistical means,
compiled a list of leadership traits and categorized them under a
number of headings including personality, social and physical.
This served to broaded the incite of researchers and the factors
that bore upon the behavioral performance of leaders.
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Significant work was also undertaken by Stogdill (1948) who
identified leadership characteristics in six broad categories: (1)
physical, (2) social background, (3) intelligence, (4)
personality, (5) social, and (6) task related. Stogdill's finding
served to disprove those of Smith and Krueger. He concluded, that
in order to accept the trait theory as the single explanation of
the theory of leadership behavior, theorists would be required to
place a person with desired traits into any situation and be able
to observe effective leadership behavior. Performance of many
leaders showed that this was not the case. He insisted that
focusing on individual traits does not show what the individual
leader actually does in leadership situations. Traits identify
who the leader is and not the behavioral pattern he/she will
exhibit in attempting to influence subordinate action. The trait
approach ignores the subordinate and his/her effect on leadership.
The effectiveness of leadership to a large extent depends on the
situation or environment surrounding the leadership or influence
process. A particular leadership pattern may work effectively for
a group of assembly line workers, but may be totally ineffective
for a group of rehabilitation nurses. Interaction among the many
factors of the situation must be examined before any prediction
about leadership effectiveness can be made. During the 1950's,
the dissatisfaction with the trait approach to leadership led
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behavioral scientists to focus their attention on the actual
leader's behavior, namely, what the leader does and not how he/she
does it. -
The foundation For the Style of Leadership approach was the
belief that effective leaders utilized a particular style to lead
individuals and groups to achieving certain goals resulting in
high productivity. Unlike the trait theories, the behavioral
approach focused on effectiveness and not the emergence of an
individual as a leader (Szilagyi, 1980; Wallace, 1977).
Since the beginning of World War II, the study of leadership
has taken on a whole new twist. Rather than concentrating on the
personal traits of successful leaders, researchers have turned
their attention to patterns of leaders' behavior called leadership
styles. Attention has turned from who the leader is to how the
leader actually behaves (Kreitner, 1983). One early laboratory
study of leadership behavior demonstrated that followers
overwhelmingly preferred managers who had a democratic style of
leadership behavior, to those with an authoritarian style or a
laissez-faire style of leadership behavior (Kurt Lewin, Ronald
Lippitt and Ralph White, 1939). Their experiments showed that
authoritarian leadership behavior was efficient and effective in
the short run, however, workers' morale was low. The democratic
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style of leadership evidenced high production in a more favorable
climate. Laissez-faire leadership produced lower production as
well as low morale.
Two major research efforts were directed towards
investigating the behavior approach to leadership; The Ohio State
University and the University of Michigan Studies. Stogdill,
Halpin, and Winer were the major investigators in the Ohio Studies
(1952). The objective was to investigate the determinants of
leader behavior and to determine the effects of leadership style
on work groups performance and satisfaction. This study isolated
two dimensions of leaders behavior; Consideration and Initiating
Structure (Fleishman and Hunt, 1973). Considerations is that
dimension of behavior that indicates friendships, trust, warmth,
interest, and respect between leader and individuals in a work
group. Initiating struc^ture is the relationship between the
leader and the subordinates while defining patterns of
organization, channels of communication, and methods of
procedures. Questionnaires were developed; one to measure the
style of leadership as perceived by the leader (The Leadership
Opinion Questionnaire) and one to measure the style of leadership
as perceived by the subordinates (The Leadership Behavior
Description Questionnaire).
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At approximately the same time as the Ohio State Research
Studies were being conducted, a series of leadership studies were
in progress at the University of Michigan. The primary objective
of the studies was to identify leadership styles of leader
behavior that resulted in increased work group performance and
satisfaction (Likert, 1967). These studies related leadership
performance to the accomplishment of group goals. Katz and Kahn
(1960) were primarily responsible for the conclusions drawn from
these research efforts. They concluded that supervisors of more
effective groups were better able to play a differentiated role
than supervisors of less effective groups. Additionally, the
better supervisors delegated authority to others more than the
poorer supervisors. Conclusions reached were similar to those
provided by the Ohio State Studies. One particular study involved
500 clerical workers in a large corporation (Morse and Reimer,
1956). The results of the study revealed thatreproduction
increased in both systems. The employee-centered group increased
production by 20 percent and a 25 percent increase was noted in
the job-centered group. Katz and Kahn identified similar
dimensions of leadership behavior with employee orientation being
synonymous with consideration and task orientation being
synonymous with initiating structure. The major differences
between the Michigan findings and the Ohio Studies were in the
area of job-employee orientation continuum. Katz and Kahn
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concluded that both dimensions resided on separate continuums,
with behavior on each ranging from high to low. A leader could be
high in job orientation without necessarily being low in employee
orientation.
A dominant finding of the Michigan Studies was that the most
productive work group tended to have leaders who were
employee-centered rather than production-centered. It was also
found that the most effective leaders were those who has
supportive relations with their subordinates. They tended to use
groups rather than individual decision making and encouraging
their subordinates to set and to achieve high performance goals.
Despite the general consistency to the value of
employee-centered leadership, some mixed findings emerged from the
Michigan Studies (Tannenbaum, 1966). Later research by the
Institute for Social Research-at the University of Michigan shed
new light on the complexities of the relationship between
leadership style and productivity. One group of employees in a
large life insurance company was managed in an employee-centered
style and another comparable group was managed in a
production-centered style. Both groups showed a significant
increase in productivity. However, the employee-centered
leadership style showed an increase in favorable attitude towards
the supervisor and the company. In contrast, the
production-centered group showed a marked decrease in favorable
19
attitudes towards supervision and management. Based on research
conducted with 20,000 employees in a manufacturing of earth-moving
equipment company, it was concluded that foremen with the best
production records were both production and employee-centered
(Dubin, 1972). Rensis Likert (1961) developed a classification
schema designed to place leaders under one of two headings. The
first was called job-centered while the second was referred to as
employee-centered. The job-centered, like the production-centered
leader relied on structure and is preoccupied with task
accomplishment. The employee-centered leader is more concerned
with group relations. Likert's basic finding was that
employee-centered leaders achieve more favorable results than
those who are job-centered. Additional work by Likert (1961), at
the University of Michigan, related leadership performance to the
accomplishment of group goals. He believed that if the leader
could accomplish thetask of getting the group to set high goals
for itself, then the leader could work towards maintaining a high
level of cohesiveness within the group and that group pressure
would motivate the individual within the group to achieve those
high goals. Likert developed a model to integrate the various
subunits and groups that comprise the organizations which was
referred to as the "linking pin" model.
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According to this theory, the hierarchy consists of a series
of overlapping groups. Each manager is in charge of his own group
and is a member of the next higher group.. The manager thus forms
a linking pin between the two groups. By being a member of these
overlapping groups, managers should be able to link the groups to
the total organization. It is Likert's position that an effective
organization is one that encouraged supervisors to focus their
attention on endeavoring to develop effective work groups with
high and challenging performance goals. In contrast, less
effective organizations encourages supervisors to introduce a high
degree of job specialization, hire people with the skills and
aptitudes to perform specialized job tasks, and train these
employees to do these jobs in the best and most efficient manner,
closely supervise the performance of these job specialists, and,
where feasible, use incentives in the form of individual piece
rates.
One of the first situational models of leadership was
developed by Fred Fiedler and his associates (1967). Fiedler was
generally considered as the initiator of contingency thought. He
moved away from the idea that there was a best way to lead, and
suggested that a number of leader behavior styles might be
effective or ineffective, depending on the situation. The basic
foundation of the theory is the effectiveness of the leader in
achieving high group performance is contingent on the need
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structure of the leader and the degree to which the leader has
control and influence in a particular situation. Four factors
serve as the framework for Fiedler's model: The leadership style
assessment, task structure, group atmosphere, and leader's
position power. The first identifies the motivational aspects of
the leader, and the other three factors identify the situational
favorableness for the leader. According to Fiedler in his
contingency model, the principal variable in investigating the
leader's effectiveness is what he called the Least Preferred
Coworker Score (LPC). The model postulates that the low LPC
scores (unfavorable evaluation) indicates the degree to which a
leader is ready to reject those with whom he cannot work. On the
other hand, a high LPC score (favorable evaluation) indicates a
willingness to perceive even the worst coworker as having some
positive attributes. Fiedler's studies concentrated on three
major factors within each situation which he thought would relate
to leadership styles: (1) Leader-member relations. Leaders who
are held in esteem by group members are in a more favorable
situation than those who are in low esteem. (2) Task structure.
Structure is defined by four criteria: Decision verifiability,
goal clarity, goal path multiplicity, and solution specificity.
(3) Position power of leader. The extent of power is determined
by the authority the leader has over subordinates. The more power
the leader has, the more favorable the situation is to her/him.
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The most favorable situation would be one in which the leader was
accepted by the group members, the task was highly structures, and
the leader had substantial position power. In such a situation,
it was reasonable to believe that subordinates were ready to act
and need only to learn what the leader wished them to do in order
to do it willingly and well. Whereas, in an extremely unfavorable
situation, the leader was rejected by the group; the task was
unstructured and vague; and the leader had low position power.
Fiedler's model assumes that the leader will have the most
influence and control when using a task-oriented style under
favorable conditions; that is, when he is accepted, where the task
is structured, and when he has strong position power. However, at
the other end of the continuum, it is assumed that the leader's
control and influence will be minimal because the leader is not
accepted, the group's task is relatively complex and unstructured,
and the leader has little position power. In that case, it may
very well be that directive leadership actions were the only ones
that would get any result at all; participative leadership might
result in everyone deciding to do nothing. These findings suggest
that each of the leadership styles can be effective in certain
situations. Fiedler also suggests that the organization can
change the effectiveness of the groups' performance by changing
the favorableness of the situation or by changing the leader's
preferred style through education and training.
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Relating this approach to the Ohio State Studies, then, it
appeared that the leader could afford to be high in initiating
structure in a situation that was favorable, and must be high on
initiating structure in an unfavorable situation in order to
achieve goals. However, in situations intermediate in
favorability, a leader might get better results by being high on
consideration.
Further relating Fiedler's approach to the Ohio State and
Michigan Studies, it may be said that the congingency theory took
into account different situations or conditions of the group. It
supports the task requirements in determining what style the
leader should take to effect the best group performance.
Griffith (1964) described Frederick Taylor's scientific
management approach as the primarily design to get a more
conducive situation in terms of job efficiency. Taylor advocated
scientific analysis, and scientific selection, training, and
development of workers to achieve job efficiency.
The antithesis of the scientific management approach was
found in the roots of the Hawthorne studies of Elton Mayo and
Fritz Roethlisberger at the Western Electric Company. They
demonstrated that the norms of informal work groups could effect
productivity positively or negatively depending upon the
relationship of the informal norms to the goals of the
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organization. The human relations school of thought emerged out
of these findings. The significance of these findings suggest
that production increased as human relations increased.
Chester Barnard, an early proponent of the move toward
integration theory, espoused the idea that a cooperative effort
between the organizational leader and the individual would lead to
the optimum satisfaction of both groups. Others, such as
Argyris,, McGregor, Getzel, and Guba, refined and revised this
idea to some extent, but all generally became known as
integrationists.
March and Simon, leading proponents of a subsequent movement,
concentrated on defining management in terms of the decision
making process, these theorists viewed the leader as bound in his
efforts to achieve organizational goals, and concentrated their
efforts toward understanding and perfecting the decision making
process.
Katz and Kahn developed an open-system approach to explaining
leader's behavior. They saw activities in the organization as
interrelated both externally and internally. They felt that no
decision could be reached in isolation, and would have an impact
on all facets of the organization.
The open-system approach fostered the contingency theory of
contemporary thought. Proponents of this viewpoint (Fiedler,
Lawrence, Lorsch, and Morse) believed that the situation dictated
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actions and styles of leaders, and that there was no one best way
to lead or act. The degree of fit or congruence between all
aspects of the environment and situation would dictate the success
of the leader in attaining the organization's goals.
William Ouchi (1981) advanced Theory Z as a management style
that not only yields greater productivity and profitability, but
also higher degrees of worker satisfaction, company loyalty, and
performance. Ouchi studies both American and Oapanese companies.
He found that the basic prerequisite for the successful operation
of Z management is trust, which comes from the understanding that
everyone in the company shared fundamentally compatible goals.
In such a situation, all are free to make their special
contributions and to advance their ideas for the solution of the
problem. Ouchi also found that the typical American organization
was characterized by a short-term orientation among highly
specialized administrators devoted to objectivity, individual
decision making, and personal responsibility. In sharp contract,
the typical Japanese business embraced a long-term orientation and
encouraged its non-specialized administrators to rely on




Tom Burns and G.M. Stalker examined some twenty (20)
industrial firms in the United Kingdom. They focused on how the
pattern of leadership behavior in these companies was related to
certain facets of their external environment. They explored the
relationship between internal management practices and the
external conditions to discover the environment's effect of
performance. The evidence was collected by extensive interviewing
of key people in all twenty (20) companies. They rated
environments on a five-interval scale, from "stable" to "lease
predictable." Two distinctly different sets of management methods
and procedures were found. Burns and Stalker classified them as
"mechanistic" and "organic." They concluded that effective
organizational units operating in stable parts of the environment
are more highly structures, while those in more dynamic parts of
the environment are less formal.
Joan Woodward (1953) conducted a study to account for the
variations in leadership behaviors. Woodward's sample consisted
of one hundred firms that employed at least one hundred people, in
South Essex, England. She found that the pattern of management
varied according to technical differences. Woodward's study
concluded that there can be no one beat way of leading a business
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The study provided strong leads as to how organizations must vary
to be successful under different task and environmental
conditions.
Lawrence and Lorsch (1969) did research which was designed to
test the contingency concept. The basic assumption underlying the
contingency theory was that organizational variables were found in
a complex interrelationship with one another and with conditions
in the environment. This study found an important relationship
among external variables of certainty and diversity of the
environment and internal states of differentiation and
integration. The findings of the study suggested that if an
organization's internal states and processes were consistent with
external demands, it would be effective in dealing with the
environment.
Lawrence and Lorsch's findings suggested that the major
relationships that managers should think about as they design and
plan organizations were those between the organizational variables
and specific conditions of the environment. These findings
clearly indicated that managers could no longer be concerned about
the one best way to lead or act. This was the beginning of a
conceptual framework with which to design organizations according
to the task to be performed. The Lawrence and Lorsch study
provided empirical evidence that organizations were unique in
respect to their purpose and product, and that they had to fit in
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the environment in which they functioned. The leader's behavior
depended on the goodness of the fit of the internal variables with
the environment variables, and on the proper mechanisms to
integrate the uncertainty of the external environment. Individuals
in the high performing laboratories could behave in ways which
were consistent with their predispositions and with the
uncertainty of the external environment precisely because the
internal environment also fit both sets of variables. The results
were high performance and the reward of strong feelings of
competency.
Subsequent to the efforts of Lawrence and Lorsch, studies in
selected manufacturing concerns were conducted by Lorsch and Morse
(1974). Lorsch and Morse stressed that they did not feel that
units needed to be high or low on any particular element of the
internal environment; but rather that each unit's internal
environment must achieve an appropriate fit with its members and
its external environment, and that a mismatch was theoretically
possible in either a high or low direction. The studies showed
that in low performing units, the lack of fit led members to be
less able to accomplish their work effectively. Both because of
their inability to act effectively and because of feedback about
low performance, members felt less competent. This reduced their
incentive to perform the work required. In the lower performing
unit's studies, there was no evidence that top management
29
understood what action might be appropriate for solving their
problems. The findings clearly suggested the direction in which
such action should be taken for low performing units, and that was
toward the fit which existed in the comparable, more effective
units.
Lorsch and Morse's contingency theory of organization had two
major characteristics which distinguished it from prior approaches
to understanding human behavior in organization. First, it
focused on understanding the factors by which some organizations
produced more effective results that others. Second, supported by
experimental and field data, the argument has been advanced that
there was no single best way to organize for effective results.
Rather, the key to organizational effectiveness rested in matching
internal organizational characteristics to the demands of the task
the organization must perform in achieving its goals.
According to Burns and Stalker, (Szilagyi and Wallace, 1980)
leader's behaviors were different in various industries and
environments. They identified two management systems: the
mechanistic and the organic. These systems were related as
dependent variables to the rate of environmental change. In an
organic system, the individual's loyalty appeared to be developed
around the work unit to which an individual belongs. The group
has a special value to satisfying the needs of employees in the
organic system. This system was associated with unstable
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environmental conditions. It was more flexible in coping with and
adjusting to changes in technology and the conditions of the
situation. They found that rigidity of structure in the
mechananistic system hinders its ability to adapt to change and
that this system was not appropriate in a more stable environment.
According to Thomas (1976), schools are essentially umbilical
organizations. Although they are conceived and born of a central
administrative bureau or office, their links with such are never
completely severed. Schools are sustained by their central
office, most obviously through the provision of finance, staffing,
plant and equipment, but also through the "provision" of systems
of rules and procedures. Thus, within any particular educational
system there will befound many similarities in the formal
structure as processes of its school progeny. Nevertheless, even
when schools within a system reflect closely the demands of their
progenitor and achieve both the appearance and the reality of a
high degree of similarity, differences do exist. The atmosphere
or organizational climate of schools is one such difference.
Chris Argyris and other researchers, investigating
organizational climate as a theoretical construct, have focused on
the congruence between individual needs and organizational
demands, and the interpersonal relationships between members of
the organization.
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Widespread interest in organizational climate in schools was
stimulated by the research of Halpin and Croft (1963). This
research generated the organizational Climate Description
Questionnaire (O.C.D.Q.) which measures the organizational climate
of the elementary school through the self report of the
perceptions of principals and teachers.
Kagono compared the management systems of the United States
and Gapan based on a questionnaire survey of 227 respondents out
of Fortune' s top 1,000 industrial firms in the United States and
255 responses out of 1,031 stock listed companies in the Tokyo
Stock Exchange. The study showed that both American and Japanese
firms on the average create consistent patterns that fit an
organization to its environment. He found several differences in
environment, objective, strategy, technology, organizational
structure and process, and personal predispositions between
Japanese and American firms. The American environment features
diverse and remote relationships, as well as rivalry among
competitors, while the Japanese environment was homogeneous and
based on close relationships with related groups, along with
rather cooperative relationships with competitors. The United
States' organizational structure is mechanistic with high
formalization and standardization, while in Japan it is organic
with low formalization and standardization. Kagono also found
that American firms stress decision-making by initiative, while
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Japanese firms are noted for their consensus decision-making.
Kagono supported the contingency theory. His findings identified
the relationship of causal variables: the introduction of
contingency variables such as environment, technology, market,
individual personality, etc., as test variables and performance
variables.
Shimizu's research explains that the top executive's ability
for decision-making within the highest decision-making body as
"kashikari," give and take. He concluded that the company needed
strong leadership by the top executive based on this principle.
Shimizu's findings showed a positive correlation between company
achievement and the president-centered pattern of decision-making.
The majority of firms follow decision-making based on executive
consensus. However, Kagono's research noted that the strong
.leadership of top management has negative effects on achievement
in the case of an organization facing uncertainty. The
effectiveness of organizational characteristics varies according
to the nature of the decision-making environment.
Hudson (1983) conducted a study of the relationship between
school climate and the perceived leadership behavior of school
principals. Hudson administered the Organizational Climate
Description Questionnaire (O.C.D.Q.) to measure the teachers'
perceptions of the organizational climate and The Leader Behavior
Description Questionnaire (L.B.D.Q.) to measure the teachers'
33
perceptions of the principals' leadership behavior. Pearson's
Product Moment Correlation Coefficient was used to test the
hypotheses. The findings of this study indicated that the
teachers* perceptions of the principal's leadership does have an
effect on the organizational climate of the middle school.
Teachers, who have a positive perception of the principal's
leadership behavior, have a positive perception of the school's
organizational climate. The results also indicated that no
leadership behavior is better than another. But, principals who
are high in both dimensions of initiating structure and
consideration have a high open climate within their school.
Demographics
Ogbukiri (1983) examined the relationship between leadership
styles of principals and organizational climate of secondary
schools of the IMO State of Nigeria. His results indicated that
there was a relationship between the principals age, experience,
educational background, and the size of the school which affects
improvements of organizational climate.
Tanner (1981) found that the principal's age, race, sex
experience were attributable factors in determining school
effectiveness.
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Al-Shakhis (1984) conducted an empirical investigation of
educational leadership behavior in Saudi Arabia. His findings
indicated that demographics do have an effect on the leadership
behavior of administrators in Saudi, Arabia.
Ortyoyande (1984) conducted a study of the relationship
between demographic factors and the leader behavior. He found a
significant positive relationship existed between leadership
experience and leader behavior. It was also apparent that those
from small families and those who are first born become leaders
more than the other siblings. There was some indication that
those who come from smaller family units may become better leaders
in terms of accomplishing organizational goals.
CHAPTER III
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this research was to determine whether
demographic and organizational climate and leadership behavior
were interrelated in a sample of Japanese and American public
school administrators. A correlational research design was
employed.
Subjects
This research was conducted in two countries, Japan and
America. The subjects were drawn from a selected population of
elementary public school administrators in Tokyo, Japan and
Atlanta, Georgia. Forty-five public school administrators from
the Kashiwa (a suburb of Tokyo, Japan) School System and
Thirty-Five public school administrators from the DeKalb County
School System (a suburb of Atlanta, Georgia) were selected. There
was a 7855 response rate from the Japanese and a 725o response rate
from the Americans.
Procedures
This researcher visited Japan to obtain a better on-site
understanding, and to gather her data. Permission was obtained to
conduct the study from the Ministry of Education, Kashiwa School
System, Tokyo, Japan and from the Assistant Superintendent for
DeKalb County Schools. The composite questionnaire was translated
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into 3apanese by staff members of Reitaku University, Kashiwa,
Japan. A copy of the Japanese version of the questionnaire,
accompanied by a cover letter and a self-address stamped envelope
was distributed to all the Japanese elementary public school
administrators in Kashiwa at the July, 1986 monthly
administrators' meeting. A list of all elementary public school
administrators in the selected DeKalb Area System was obtained and
a copy of the English version of the composite questionnaire was
sent to each administratoraccompanied by a cover letter and a
self-address stamped envelope. The composite questionnaire, both
the Japanese version and the English version, consisted of Baehr
Experience and Background Questionnaire, Fleishmen's Leader
Opinion Questionnaire and Halpin's Organizational Climate
Descriptive Questionnaire.
Description of Settings
The central education authority in Japan is the Ministry of
Education. It provides guidance, advice, and financial assistance
to local education authorities who are responsible for all levels
of education in their own area.
There are forty-seven prefectures, and in each of the more
than 3,000 municipalities, there is a board of education which
serves as the local education authority. The prefectural board of
education consists of three or five members appointed by the
Governor with the consent of the Prefectural Assembly. The
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members hold office for four years. The Municipal Board of
Education consists of three or five members appointed by the Mayor
with the consent of the Municipal Assembly. The members hold
office for four years as in the case of the Prefectural Board.
The educational system underwent extensive reforms after
World War II. The Constitution, enacted in 1946, defines the
basic right and duty of the people to receive an education. This
system dubbed the "6-3-3 system," was modeled after that of the
United States and characterized by the negation of the elite
principle in education.
All children between the age of 6 and 15 are required to
attend 6-year elementary schools, 3-year lower secondary schools,
and 3-year upper secondary schools. The nine-year compulsory
education system is free of charge for all. Children of needy
families are provided with special grants covering expenses for
school lunch, school excursion, school supplies, and medical care,
by the national and local governments.
A child who has completed the elementary school course is
required to go on to a lower secondary school.
There are three types of upper secondary schools: full-time,
part-time and correspondence.
Upper secondary school courses may be classified into several
categories according to the pattern of curriculum: general,
technical, commercial, domestic arts, and others,.
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There are three types of institutions for higher education;
universities, junior colleges and technical college.
Unlike America, the school year in Japan begins on April 1
and ends on March 31 of the following year. Vacations are granted
in summer, winter and spring.
As of May, 1981, there were 25,004 elementary schools with an
enrollment of 11,924,653; 10,810 lower secondary schools with an
enrollment of 5,299,282; and 5,219 upper secondary schools with an
enrollment of 4,682,827 in Japan.
In contrast, the Georgia Board of Education is appointed by
the Governor with confirmation given by the State Senate. The
Governor's appointments to the State Board of Education are based
upon obtaining representation from each of the ten congressional
districts. The appointed members serve a seven-year term. The
authority vested in the Board is the determination of policies and
procedures that define the operation of the State Board of
Education, the state operated schools, and the local school
system. The Board also has the authority to hire and/or fire
employees of the Georgia Department of Education, only upon the
recommendation of the State Superintendent.
The State Superintendent's position is acquired through the
election process. The State Superintendent serves as the
executive secretary to the Georgia Board of Education; serves as
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the administrative officer of the Georgia Department of Education;
and makes recommendations to the Georgia Board of Education
regarding the employment and dismissal of personnel.
The public school administrator in Japan is selected by a
committee of the Municipal Board and reports directly to that
Board. These administrators have wide latitudes of freedom in
day-to-day operation of their school. Parent-teacher associations
are facilitators and have very little impact on school operations.
Instruments
Melany Baehr's Experience and Background Questionnaire
(E.B.Q) was the instrument used to measure the demographics of the
public school administrators and to test Hypothesis I and
Hypothesis III. This questionnaire consists of seventy-one items,
each of which asks a factual question concerning the individual's
family, education, health, and work history. Each item in the
questionnaire is followed by a number of possible responses. The
responses vary on a scale from 10 to 1. The E.B.Q. was developed
for systematic quantification of an individual's personal
background history. The E.B.Q. is the result of a new factoring
of items used in both the Personal Background Inventory and Female
Personal Background Inventory. Because of the considerable
overlap among the independently determined factors from the two
source instruments and the E.B.Q., it is assumed that the validity
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data from the Personal Background Inventory and the Female
Personal Background Inventory is generalizable to the Experience
Background Questionnaire.
The Organizational Climate Descriptive Questionnaire
(O.C.D.Q.) was the instrument used to measure whether the
organization's climate is open or closed. It is composed of
sixty-four Likert-type items which school administrators may use
to describe various aspects of social interactions in their
schools. It was utilized to test Hypothesis II and Hypothesis IV.
Responses are scored from five (5) (very frequently occurs) to 1
(never occurs).
The Leader Opinion Questionnaire (L.O.Q.) was used to measure
two basic dimensions of leader behavior — initiating structure
and consideration. The questionnaire consists of forty items,
scored on a scale of 5 to 1. The L.O.Q. was developed to maximize
construct validity. The two dimensions measured by the
questionnaire were developed by factor-analysis procedures, and
item analysis was carried out to provide homogeneous measures of
Consideration and Structure. This questionnaire can be used when
an assessment of these characteristics is desired for a certain
individual or group.
Data Computerization Process
Frequency counts which were recorded for each administrator
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and placed in a matrix containing the following variables;
VI. Work Experience
V2. Educational Experience
V3. Activities and Interests
V4. Family Responsibility
V5. Financial Status




Data were keyed into the computer and analyses were performed
using the Statistical Package For The Social Sciences (SPSS-X).
Analysis of Data
1. Pearson Product Moment Coefficients were calculated in
order to determine the degree of relationship between
each of the nine variables. Correlations were determined
to be significant at the .05 level.
2. Factor analysis was performed in order to reduce original
variables to conceptually meaningful independent
factors.
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3. Regression analysis was performed using leadership
behavior as the dependent variable and the other eight
variables as independent variables. This analysis
determined the contribution of each variable to the
formation of leadership behavior.
4. Analysis of variance was performed using leadership
behavior as the dependent variable and country as the
independent variable. The analysis of variance was used
to determine if there were differences between the
countries' leadership behavior.
5. Analysis of variance was performed using organizational
climate as the dependent variable and country as the
independent variable to determine if there were




Analysis of the data which were collected from the
administrators in both countries are contained in this chapter.
A comparative analysis of the age and the school achievement
level of the public school administrators who participated in the
study by country, (Table 4.1) showed that 94 percent of the
Japanese public school administrators were 50 years old or older,
whereas only 16 percent of the American public school
administrators fell in this category. It also showed that none of
the Japanese public school administrators had gone to graduate,
whereas 100 percent of the Americans had gone to graduate school
Additional data ware analyzed in relation to the hypotheses.
The data is presented in the order of the hypotheses. Additional
analysis will be given as appropriate.
Null Hypothesis I
There is no statistically significant relationship between
the leadership behavior of the Japanese public school
administrators and demographics.
The first statistical step was to determine if there was a
relationship between the leadership behavior of Japanese public
school administrators and demographics. The Baehr's Experience
and Background Questionnaire was the instrument utilized to gather




PERCENTAGE COMPARISION OF AGE AND SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT





50 Years Old or Older .94 .16
40-49 Years Old .06 .56
30-39 Years Old .00 .28
SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT
Graduate School .00 1.00
College
One to Three Years
.40 1.00
of College .40 .00
Special Teacher's Training .20 .00
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The correlation matrix (Table 4.2) reveals correlations which
are significant at the .05 level. Each of these correlations
discussed in terms of their relationship to the hypothesis.
Leadership behavior was correlated insignificantly with
Financial Status .04738, Education .07489, Parental Family
Adjustment .06841, Outside Activities and Interest .15474, and
Work Experience .17376. Health .27174 was significantly
correlated with leadership behavior. However, Family Information
-.37372 negatively correlated significantly to leadership
behavior. This means that there is an inverse relationship
between leadership behavior and family responsibilty. Those
public school administrators in Japan who place strong emphasis on
family responsibility seem to carry this behavior to the work
environment. They seem to place high value on organizational
structure, commitment and superior-subordinate relationships. The
Japanese tend to be more directive or autocratic in their approach
to management. In Japan when the acceptance of marital and
parental responsibilty for support of the family is high, then the
leadership behavior of the administrator tends to be more
structured. When the acceptance of family responsibility is low,
then the leadership behavior of he administrator tends to be more
considerate. The Japanese public school administrators tend to be
more eclectic in their approach to management. When other
variables are compared to each other, other correlations are
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Table 4.2
JAPANESE PUBLIC SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS
CORRELATION MATRIX
n=35













































VI - Work Experience
V2 — Educational Experience
V3 - Activities and Interest
V4 - Family Responsibility
V5 - Financial Status
V6 - Parental Family
V7 - Health
V8 - Organizational Climate
V9 — Leadership Behavior
*Critical Value at .05 Level of Significance 2746
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Table 4.2 (CONTINUED)
JAPANESE PUBLIC SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS
CORRELATION MATRIX
n=35








.06841 .27174 .28125 1.00000
V6 — Parental Family
V7 - Health
V8 — Organizational Climate
V9 - Leadership Behavior
*Critical Value at .05 Level of Significance = .2746
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noted. Activities and Interest correlated significantly with
educational experience .53138. In Japan, when the administrator's
own personal academic achievement is high, the administrator's
participation in formal and informal group activities is high.
Education tends to broaden one's scope. Consequently, involvement
in outside activities would probably increase. There is a
significant correlation between financial status and family
responsibility (.32416), which seem to suggest that administrators
who assume marital and parental responsibility are financially
secure. On the other hand, parental family adjustment negatively
correlated significantly with financial status -.35600. Those
administrators who experience unstable childhood environments tend
to emphasize the importance of financial stability.
Null Hypothesis II
There is no statistically significant relationship between
the leadership behavior of Japanese public school
administrators and organizational climate.
The second statistical step was to determine if there was a
relationship between leadership of Japanese public school
administrators and the organizational climate. The correlation
(Table 4.2) between organizational climate and the behavior of the
administrators was significant (.28125). This finding is
consistent with the literature.
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Null Hypotheses III
There is no statistically significant relationship between
the leadership behavior of American public school
administrators and demographics.
The third statistical step was to determine if there was a
relationship between the leadership behavior of American public
school administrators and demographics. The Baehr's Experience
and Background Questionnaire was the instrument utilized to gather
data for this step.
The correlation matrix(Table 4.3) revealed that American
public school administrators leadership behavior insignificantly
correlated to health .04289, family responsibility .14135 and
significantly correlated to work experience .36759. This finding
suggests that those administrators who tend to have positive work
experiences tend also to be more considerate. There was a
significant correlation between leadership behavior and
educational experience .54143 and financial status .40344.
Education tends to positively affect cognitive skills,
self-confidence, and sensitivity to others, consequently affecting
a more positive leadership behavior. This finding seems to
suggest that those administrators who have attained a high level
of personal academic achievement have positive work experiences.
They are more considerate in their approach to management. In
addition, those same administrators have reached a level of
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Table 4.3
AMERICAN PUBLIC SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS
CORRELATION MATRIX
n=25





































VI - Work Experience
V2 — Educational Experience
V3 - Activities and Interest
V4 - Family Responsibility
V5 - Financial Status
V6 - Parental Family
V7 - Health
V8 - Organizational Climate
V9 - Leadership Behavior
*Critical Value at .05 Level of Significance 3233
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Table 4.3 (CONTINUED)
AMERICAN PUBLIC SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS
CORRELATION MATRIX
n= 25








-.15343 .04289 -.23945 1.00000
V6 — Parental Family
V7 - Health
V8 — Organizational Climate
V9 - Leadership Behavior
♦Critical Value at .05 Level of Significance = .3233
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financial security. Thus, supporting the literature, that as
education and work experiences increase, the more considerate the
leadership behavior. Table 4.3 further revealed negative
insignificant correlations between parental family adjusting
-.15343, activities and interest -.07751 and leadership behavior.
When other variables are compared to each other, other
correlations are noted. Education negatively correlated
significantly to organizational climate -.44896 suggesting that
when education is high, organizational climate is low. This
finding tends to suggest that the higher the educational level of
the American public school administrator, the more confident the
administrator becomes. He apparently perceives himself to be an
expert. Consequently, he tends seldom to acquiesce to opinions of
subordinates, thus creating a closed organizational climate.
Financial status correlated insignificantly to activities and
interest .23463, family responsibility .31169, and work experience
.15186. Family responsibility correlated significantly to outside
activities and interest .44041. It appears that good family
relations promotes participation in outside activities and
interest. Health negatively correlated significantly to financial
status -.49242 and parental family adjustment -.38931. As
parental influence and financial status increases, health
decreases. This suggests that in America, public school
administrators with good health, tend to be outgoing and more
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involved, thereby, having little interaction and association with
family members. However, if the administrator's health is poor,
there appears to be a high tolerance for commitment in a
structured environment that tends to provide financial stability.
Additionally, because of poor health, it appears that parental
family interaction was more positive. There was also an
insignificant negative correlation between family
responsibility-.25994 and outside activities and interest. Outside
activities and interest correlated insignificantly to work
experience .19053.
Null Hypothesis IV
There is no statistically significant relationship between
the leadership behavior of American public school and
organizational climate.
In the^fourth statistical step, the correlation matrix (Table
4.3) revealed that Organizational Climate insignificantly
correlated negatively to leadership behavior -.23945. This
finding appears to show that the more open the climate in American
schools, the more structured the leadership behavior. Conversely,
the more closed the organizational climate, the more considerate
the leadership behavior, which appears to be contrary to the
effective school literature. The effective school literature
seems to suggest that the more open the climate of the school, the
more considerate the leadership behavior.
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Null Hypothesis V
There is no statistically significant difference between the
leadership behaviori of Japanese public school administrators
and that of the American public school administrators.
The fifth statistical step was to determine if there was a
difference between the leadership behavior of Japanese public
school administrators and that of the American public school
administrators. In order to test hypothesis V, the one-way
analysis of variance was employed. The summary is displayed in
Table 4.4 which shows the F-ratio of 13.813 which is highly
significant at the .05 level of significance, therefore, the Null
Hypothesis V is rejected. The mean score of 118.85 for Japan and
125.34 for America appear to suggest that Japanese public school
administrators leadership behavior is more structured when
compared to the American public school administrators.
This finding would tend to suggest pervasive differences that
are embedded in the traditional culture of the two countries.
America prides itself in its freedoms and individual rights, thus
manifesting in a more considerate leadership behavior. Similarly,
the Japanese, seem to place in inordinate emphasis on the family,
paternalism, national responsibility and pride, thus manifesting
itself in a more structures leadership behavior. Therefore, both
American and Japanese public school administrators' leadership
behavior are consistent to their cultural environments.
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Table 4.4
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY FOR LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR
AND COUNTRY
COUNTRY N X SV DF SS MS F SF
JAPAN 35 118.85 EXPLAINED 1 584.91 584.91 13.81 .000




There if no statistically significant difference between the
organizational climate of Japanese public school
administrators and that of the American public school
administrators.
The sixth statistical step was to determine if there was a
difference between the organizational climate of Japanese public
school administrators and that of the American public school
administrators. In order to test Hypothesis VI, the one-way
analysis of variance was employed. The summary is displayed in
Table 4.5 which shows the F-ratio of 18.330 which is highly
significant at the .05 level of significance, therefore, the Null
Hypothesis VI is rejected. The mean scores of 176.07 for Japan
and 188.64 for America appear to suggest that Japanese public
school administrators' organizational climate is more closed when
compared to the more open American public school administrators'
organization climate. This finding again suggests that the




ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY FOR ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE
AND COUNTRY
COUNTRY NX SV DF SS MS F SF
JAPAN 35 176.07 EXPLAINED 1 1791.73 1791.73 18.33 .000
AMERICA 25 188.64 RESIDUAL 56 4789.68 97.75
TOTAL 57 6581.41
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RESULTS OF FACTOR ANALYSIS
Factor analysis s a multivariate statistical procedure that
is designed to explain the relationships between several difficult
to interpret correlated variables in terms of a few conceptually
meaningful, relatively independent factors. Variables are loaded,
or grouped, into factors based on ordered relationships. In other
words, factor loadings describe the correlations between the
factors emerging from a factor analysis and the original variables
in the construction of the factors. The loadings associated with
a given factor analytic solution are represented by a matrix,
where the numbers in each column are the correlations of a
specific factor with the original variables. The primary use of
this matrix is to pinpoint those variables that are "highly
loaded" (highly correlated) with a given factor, so that the
factor can conceptually be interpreted.
Hypotheses I and II
The present study began with nine variables (represented in
Table 4.6) hypothesized to be highly correlated.
The results of the factor analysis revealed that the original
variables could be grouped into four relatively independent
factors. The variables with the highest correlation coefficient
within each factor are those that are most highly correlated.
Conceptually, these variables were interpreted as representation
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Table 4.6
JAPANESE PUBLIC SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS
FACTOR ANALYSIS
n=35
FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4
VlWork Exp .28411 .16120 .37285 -.64915*
V2Edu Exp .80631* .19049 -.06779 -.07110
V3Ac t&Int .84370* -.10690 .12671 .02530
V4FamRes -.23440 .60019* -.30720 -.37965
VSFinSta .01810 .86926* -.14674 .13116
V6Parfam -.13951 -.66674* .05950 .20926
V7Health .10868 -.05652 .23944 .81496*
V80CDQ -.47716 .05838 .64278* -.12938
V9L0Q .17310 -.07442 .84952* .16446
VI - Work Experience
V2 - Educational Experience
V3 — Activities and Interest
V4 - Family Responsibility
V5 — Financial Status
V6 — Parental Family
V7 - Health
V8 — Organizational Climate
V9 - Leadership Behavior
* Most Highly Loaded Variables
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of one independent factor.
In Factor 1, the most highly loaded variables included:
(a) Variable 2, Educational Experience
(b) Variable 3, Activities and Interest
Factor 1 revealed that Japanese administrators, having a
liking for and success in the school environment, also have a
liking for and participation in formal and informal group
activities. This seems to support Fiedler's Contingency model
that certain types of individuals seek to accomplish tasks as well
as close interpersonal relationships. Conceptually Factor 1
represents "Group Participation and School Achievement." In
Japan, formal education is important for providing the opportunity
for social mobility. The Japanese system places weight on
educational achievement in selection of public school
administrators.
In Factor 2, the most highly loaded variables included:
(a) Variable 4, Family Responsibility
(b) Variable 6, Parental Family Adjustment
(c) Variable 5, Financial Status
The basic theoretical framework, presented in Chapter I, upon
which the study was based, hypothesized that leadership behavior
is influenced by the demographics of the leader. The factors
which are highly loaded in Factor 2 clearly revealed that there is
a strong relationship between the family, childhood environment
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and financial status. Conceptually, Factor 2 represented a
measure of "Socioeconomic Status." This seems to confirm the
Social Research Council Literature, (1980) that Oapanese
leadership behavior is influenced by the cultural and historical
continuities of Oapanese social organization. Especially
pertinent is the way individuals within the Japanese families are
socialized to fit into hierarchically structured social networks
within which they spend their later lives. Reasons are found also
in the Japanese paternalism — both inthe way one plays the
leadership role or the subordinate role. Also cultural forms of
secondary socialization in occupational roles follow the primary
socialization occurring within the family. In the traditional
Japanese social system, a youth is usually introduced into a
network of occupational expectations around the time of puberty.
The youth is trained ^ develop a future time or^ientation.
Therefore, in this study, the relationship was considered to be
val id.
In Factor 3, the most highly loaded variables included:
(a) Variable 8, Organizational Climate
(b) Variable 9, Leadership Behavior
Factor established a strong relationship between two
variables hypothesized to be related. Included in the theoretical
framework of this study is that leadership behavior is influenced
by organizational climate. The Japanese organizational climate is
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homogeneous and is based on close relationships within the group.
This finding is consistent with the literature that the
organizational climate provided reasonable valid measures of
important aspects of the administrators' leadership in perspective
of interaction with subordinates. Thus, conceptually, Factor 3
measures "leadership."
In Factor 4, the most highly loaded variables were Work
Experience and Health. This finding consistent with literature.
Hypotheses III and IV
The present study began with nine variables (represented in
Table 4.7) hypothesized to be highly correlated. The results of
the factor analysis revealed that the original variables could be
grouped into four relatively independent factors. The variables
with the highest correlation coefficient within each factor are
those that are most highly correlated. Conceptually, these
variables were interpreted as representation of one independent
factor.
In Factor 1, the most highly loaded variables included:
(a) Variable 2, Educational Experience
(b) Variable 8, Organizational Climate
(c) Variable 9, Leadership Behavior
Factor 1 established a strong relationship between three
variables that are vital for effectiveness. According to Lewin
(Iowa Studies, 1944), Education tends to sensitize the individual
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Table 4.7
AMERICAN PUBLIC SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS
FACTOR ANALYSIS
n=25
FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4
VlWork Exp .14496 .03359 .11468 .88604*
V2Edu Exp .79287* -.25476 .06587 .31850
V3Act&Int -.20745 -.09921 .82415* .24425
V4FamRes .15996 .20320 .81729* -.03794
VSFlnSta .41540 .69057* .33067 .17070
VbParfam -.29315 .62550* -.46468 .34167
V7Health .08356 -.88983* -.04697 .13170
V80CDQ -.77699* -.12731 .06739 .26298
V9LOQ .69726* .03748 .04345 .41530
VI — Work Experience
V2 - Educational Experience
V3 - Activities and Interest
V4 - Family Responsibility
V5 - Financial Status
V6 - Parental Family
V7 - Health
V8 - Organizational Climate
V9 - Leadership Behavior
^Most Highly Loaded Variables
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within the group to be more aware of himself and of his impact on
others, thus, unfreezing the climate. The leadership behavior of
the administrator is perhaps the most powerful leverage point in
the entire system to influence the organizational climate. An
open climate's warmth and support encourages achievement by both
teachers and students. Conceptually, Factor 1 represents
"Organizational Climate."
In Factor 2, the most highly loaded variables included:
(a) Variable 5, Financial Status
(b) Variable 6, Parental Family Adjustment
(c) Variable 7, Health
The variables which are highly loaded in Factor 2 revealed
that there is a definite relationship between the variables that
are commonly associated with the socioeconomic status of
administrators and leadership behavior. Conceptually, Factor 2
represents a measure of "Socioeconomic Status." This finding
supports Stogdill's contention that the socioeconomic position of
the leader was one of five personal factors associated with
leadership behavior.
In Factor 3, the most highly loaded variables included:
(a) Variable 3, Activities and Interest
(b) Variable 4, Family Responsibility
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This Finding suggests that American public school
administrators have significant family involvement and this is
strongly correlated to social activities which is seen toJ.mpact
on their behavior as an administrator. Conceptually, Factor 3
represents a measure of "Involvement.”
In Factor 4, the only highly loaded variable was Work
Experience. Because of the similarities of the administrators
roles, work experience was not expected to be a significant factor
in the study.
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RESULTS OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS
LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR A DEPENDENT VARIABLE
Regression analysis was performed using leadership behavior
as the dependent variable against the other eight variables listed
in Table 4.8. The purpose of this analysis was to determine the
amount of influence which each variable contributed to the
formation of leadership behavior. The regression analysis was
employed because correlation is not necessarily causation. In
other words, even though high correlations exist between
leadership behavior and other variables, those variables do not
necessarily cause leadership behavior to be either considerate or
structured.
Table 4.8 shows that in Japan, family responsibility
contributes most to leadership behavior with a beta of -.42073.
The next most significant contribution is made by Organizational
Climate .32872, and finally by Work Experience .27182. The other
variables in the regression equation contribute very little to the
formation of leadership behavior. However, only 17?o of the
variance in leadership behavior are determined by Family
Responsibility, Organizational Climate and Work Experience. The
other 83Sa is determined by the interaction of the other variables
in the equation plus differences in the administrators themselves.
In essence, this analysis states that leadership behavior in Japan
= Family Responsibility + Organizational Climate + Work
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Table 4.8
MULTIPLE REGRESSION USING JAPANESE PUBLIC SCHOOL
ADMINISTRATORS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR



























Experience. Those leaders who are high in leadership behavior are
those who have had positive work experiences, are in open
organizational climates and have a^umed family responsibility.
Table 4.9 shows that is America, financial status contributes
most to leadership behavior with a beta of .54068. The next most
significant contribution is made by Activities and Interest
-.40501, and finally by Work Experience .31464. The other
variables in the regression equation contribute very little to the
formation of leadership behavior. This analysis state that
leadership behavior in America = Financial Status + Activities and
Interest + Work Experience. The Adjusted r squared concludes that
approximately 26% of the variance in leadership behavior are
determined by financial status, activities and interest and work
experience. The other 7^% is determined by the interaction of the




MULTIPLE REGRESSION USING AMERICAN PUBLIC SCHOOL
ADMINISTRATORS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR





























This study was primarily designed to determine the relation¬
ship between leadership behavior, demographics, and organizational
climate of Japanese and American Public School Administrators.
Because organizational climate and demographics are cited in the
literature as influencing leadership behavior, it was felt by the
researcher that a direct correlation existed between them, thus
having an ultimate effect on student academic achievement.
Academic achievement was not measured but inferred in this
research effort. Chapter II cites pertinent studies which reveal
effective leadership behavior, organizational climates, and
demographics. Within Chapter II, there was no attempt to be
exhaustive in reviewing the literature on leadership,
organizational climate and demographics. Instead the researcher
specifically identified those studies that link organizational
climate and demographics to leadership behavior. However, no
study was found comparing leadership behavior of Japanese and
American public school administrators to demographics and
organizational climate, which is the primary focus of this study.




1. There will be no statistically significant relationship
between the leadership behavior of the Japanese public
school administrator and demographics.
2. There will be no statistically significant relationship
between the leadership of Japanese public school
administrators and organizational climate.
3. There will be no statistically significant relationship
between the leadership behavior of the American public
school administrator and demographics.
4. There will be no statistically significant relationship
between the leadership behavior of American public school
administrators and organizational climate.
5. There will be not statistically significant difference
between the leadership behavior of Japanese public school
administrators and that of American public school
administrators.
6. There will be no statistically significant difference
between the organizational climate of Japanese public
school administrators and that of American public school
administrators.
Conclusions
The evidence of Chapter IV would lead to conclusions in this
chapter in order of the appearance of evidence in that chapter.
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1. Japanese public school administrator leadership behavior
was related to organizational climate, health,and family
responsibilty, Those administrators who had more open
organizational climates and experienced good health,
tended to be more considerate in their leadership
behavior. However, those administrators who appear to
assume family responsibility tended to be more paternal,
controlled, or closed and their leadership behavior more
structured.
2. Japanese public school administrators whose personal
academic achievement appeared to be low, leadership
behavior appeared to be more considerate and their
organizational climate seem more opened.
3. Japanese public school administrator financial status was
inversely related to parental family adjustment,
suggesting that administrators experiencing an unstable
childhood, had financial status that tended to be higher
than those experiencing a stable childhood. However, it
appears that as family responsibility increases,
financial status increases.
4. In Japan, it appears that the more stable the
administrator's childhood environment, the less likely he
will assume family responsibilty.
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5. Japanese public school administrator leadership behavior
correlated significantly with family responsibility,
health and organizational climate. However, the results
of regression analysis revealed that the strongest
determinants of leadership behavior are family
responsibility and organizational climate.
6. In America, as the public school administrator's
education and financial status increases, work
experiences and outside activities and interest increase.
Similarly, as education, financial status increase,
leadership behavior becomes more considerate. However,
the organizational climate appears to become more closed
as education and financial status increase. In this
society, the higher the level of education attainment,
the greater the financial rewards and demand for
participation in outside activities. Because of this
involvement and time constraints, the American public
school administrator may deem it necessary to have a more
structured work environment.
7. American public school administrators who appear to have
had unhappy childhoods, tend to achieve more
academically, have more outside activities and interest,
and assume more family responsibility. Additionally,
leadership behavior is more considerate.
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8. American public school administrator leadership behavior
correlated significantly with work experience,
educational experience, financial status, and
organizational climate, status and organizational
climate. However, the results of the regression analysis
revealed that none of the variables were significant at
the .05 level of significance.
9. The organizational climate of Japan appeared to be more
closed in comparison to the American organizational
climate which appeared to be more opened.
10. The leadership behavior of the Japanese public school
administrators appeared to be more structured in
comparison to the American public school administrators'
leadership behavior which seemed to be more considerate.
11. Differences between Japanese and American organizational
climates and leadership behavior may be found in the
cultural and historical continuities of Japanese and
American social organizations. Both Japanese and
American public school administrators' leadership
behavior are consistent to their cultural values.
Summary of Limitations
1. The sample involved only 35 Japanese public school
administrators and 25 American public school
administrators.
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2. Public school administrators responses only were utilized
in assessing leadership behavior and organizational
climate.
3. The instruments utilized in this study were American
designed instruments.
Recommendations
The conclusions drawn from this study present significant
implications for education administration and supervision as well
as for further research. The following recommendation are made:
1. That administrator training programs provide courses
specifically related to organizational climate.
2. That additional research be undertaken using the design
of the present study, but increase the sample size.
3. That additional research be undertaken utilizing teachers
and students in the population.
4. That additional research be undertaken to investigate
American public school administrators' leadership
behavior and organizational climate.
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Work Experience 80
1. Have most of your jobs been: a. FtilUtime
b. Part-time
c Have never held a job before
If you have never held a full-time job before, skip to question 15.
2. Have your jobs been: a Much the same kind of work
b. ."^nmawhat different kinds of work
c. Very different kinds of work





f. 14 years or more
4. How many different companies or organizations have a. 1-2
you worked for? b. 3-4
c. 5-6
d. 7 or more
5. What is the longest time you have worked for any one a. Less than 1 year





g- 14 years or more
6. In how many of your past jobs did you have to deal a. None




a 4 or more
7. In how many of your past jobs did you supervise the a None
work of other people? b. 1
c. 2
d. 3
e. 4 or more
8. In how many of your past jobs did you get raises for a None
good work? b. 1
(Do not include automatic or union-negotiated raises.) c. 2
d. 3
e. 4 or more
9. For how many years of your working life has your job a None





9- 14 years or more
2
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10. How old were you when you started supporting yourself
completely with a job?
a. Do not yet support myself completely
h I PS*: than 17 years
c. 17-1fiyears
d 19-20 years
e. 21 -22 years
f. 2.3 years or more
11. Did you ever accept a job where the hourly wage was ^ a.
less than on the job you had before that? b.
Yes
No
12. Do you think that the period of your peak performance
is:
a. Sometime in the future
b. About now
r. Sometime in tbe past
d. No particular peak period
13. Since you left school, on the average, how often have a.




One or more days per week
One to three days per month
Less than once a month
Two or three days per year
Never
14. Since you left school, on the average, how often have a.




One or more days per week
One to three days per month
Less than once a month
Two or three days per year
Never
IS. When you were in school, how much part-time work did
you do?
16. Would your choice of an ideal job be one which:
17. Regarding responsibility in your job, would you:
18. How fast do you usually work?
a Worked most of your hours out of school
b Worked regularly out of school, but saved
plenty of time for study and recreation
c Worked only occasionally out of school
d Almost never worked when out of school
a Allowed a great amount of interaction with other
people
b Would require working with a small group
c Would allow you to work closely with one other
person
d Would allow you to work by yourself
a Like to have a good deal of responsibility
b Like to have some responsibility but still have
someone responsible over you
c Prefer a minimum of responsibility
d Rather not have any responsibility
a Much faster than most people
b Somewhat faster than most people
c At about the same pace as most people
d Somewhat slower than most people
e Much slower than most people
f Unable to tell
Go on to Next Page
Educational Experience 82
19. How far did you go in school? a Less than 8 years
b. Completed 8th grade
c 9-11 years
d. Graduated from high school
e Special training
(e.g., nursing, trade, secretarial)
f 1 -3 years college
g College degree
h Graduate school -
20. Would you say that your elementary school years were: a Successful
b Average
c Unsuccessful
If you did not go to high school, skip to question 28.
21. How difficult was high school work for you? a Oiiite easy
b. Fairly easy
c. Neither easy nor hard
d. Fairly hard
e. Quite hard
2Z During your past schooling, how would you have fared a. Upper 10%









f. 5 or more
24. While you were in high school, where did your grades a. Upper 10%





25. While you were in high school, in how many activities a None
did you take part? b 1
(e.g., shident governmenL athletic team) c 2-3
d 4-5
e 6-7
f 8 or more
26. During your last two years in high school, about how a None
many hours a week did you spend in athletics? b 1 -4
(Both in and out of school) c 5-9
d 10 or more
4
Activities and Interests 83,
27. While you were in high school, how many "outside"
interests did you have?
(e.g., a hobby, athletics)
28. In how many organizations have you been very active
during the last three years?
(e.g., a church group, neighborhood group, bowling
team)
29. In the last five years, how many official positions have

















e. 4 nr more
Family Information
30. How many children do you now have? a. None




f. 5 or more
If you have no children, skip to question 34.





f. 31 years or over





f. 5 or more
33. How far would you like to be able to send your children a. ... Grammar sohonl
in school? h High srhnol





Go on to Next Page
Financial Experience 84
In this section, “your family” means:
—if you are manied: yourself, your spouse, mid any children or other dependents you may have,
—if you are cunently unmarried: yourself and any children or other dependents you may have.
34. Do you or your family: a. Own your house or ronriominium
b. Rent a house or apartment
c. Rent a room
d. 1 ive with relatives
e. Other
35. How much do you or your family pay each month for a Less than $200





g- More than $600
h. Home completely paid for
36. How much do you or your family usually spend each a. Nothing
month on credit payments or loans? b. Less than $50




g- More than $400
37. About how much do you or your family usually spend
each month on clothes?






e More than $300
38. In general, what percent of your or your family's take-
home pay are you able to put into savings?
a Nnne




f More than 20%
0 Have never wf>rkeri
39. How much money did you personally earn in the last
year?
a Nnne
h 1 ess than .$10,000
r. .$10,000-.$20,000
ci $20,001 -.$30,000






f Will be retired by then
g Will not be employed
40. Approximately what annual salary do you think you will
be earning ten years from now?
6
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41. Do you have: a. Personal charge accQunt(s)
(You may check more than one.) b. Joint charge account(s)
c. No charge account(s)
42. What is the total amount of life insurance carried on all a. None
members of your family? b. Less than $10,000
(Or on your own life if you have no family.) c. $10,000-520.000
d. $20,001-$30,000
e. $30,001-$50,000
f. More than $50,000
43. What kinds of life insurance do you carry on yourself or a. None
other people in your family (if you have one)? b. Insurance arranged through the company
(You may check more than one.) you work for
c. Military service insurance
d. Other
44. If you have a family, how much of its income did you a. . Less than 20%
provide in the last year? b. 20-40%
c. 41-60%
d. 61-80%
e. More than 80%
f. Does not apply
45. How many times have you or your family bought real a. None
estate? b. 1
(For example, a house, a piece of land.) c. 2
d. 3 or more
46. How many cars do you or your family own? a. None
b. 1
c. 2
— d. More than 2 —
47. Do you or your family usually buy: a. New cars
b. Used cars
c. Have never bought a car
48. If you or yoyr family were to get cash for alt the major a. Don’t know
things you own, about how much money would you b. _ Would be in debt
have? c. 1 ess than $5,000
(Include such things as equity in your home, the present d. $5,000-$10,000
value of your car and of paid-up insurance, savings e. SI 0,001-$15,000
accounts, and stocks and bonds.) f __ SI 5,001-$20,000
g- $20,001-$25,000
h. $25,001-$30,000
i. More than $30,000
If you are not married, skip to question 52.
49. How many years has your spouse been working? a. Has never worked
b. Less than 1 year
c. _. 1-5 years
d. 5-10 years
e. More than 10 years
Go on to Next Page 1
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50. How much money did your spouse earn in the last a. Nnnfi




f. More than $30,000
51. In your home, who makes the major decisions? a You make these decisions
(For example, to move to a new place, to buy a new h You and your spouse make them together
car.) c. You make some of them and your spouse
makes some
d. Your spouse makes them
e. Don’t know
Parental Family Information
52. Including yourself, how many children did your mother
and father have?
(Do not include stepchildren or children who died
before age one.)
53. How far did your father go in school?
54. How far did your mother go in school?
55. When you were a child, were your parents:
(Check only one.)
56. When you were a child, who usually made the major
decisions in your family?










b Less than 8 years
c Completed 8th grade
d 9-11 years
e Graduated from high school
f Special training (e.g., vocational)




b Less than 8 years
c Completed 8th grade
d 9-11 years
e Graduated from high school
f Special training (e.g., nursing, secretarial)






d One or both deceased
a Mother
b Father
c Mother and father together






57. When you were a child, how often did your mother and





58. When you were a child, was your family life: a. Very happy
b. Average
c^ Unhappy
d. Raised away from home
59. When you were a child, did you like one of your parents
















62. When you were in your teens and needed help with a
problem, did you usually go to:
(You may check more than one.)
a Ynur mother
h Your father
c. A brother or sister
ri Some other relative
e. A teacher
f A friend
n A minister, priest or rahhi
h. Other
63. When you were in your teens, how often did you talk
with your parents or other adults about what you





64, In which way would you like most to do more for your
children than your parents did for you?
(Check only one.)
a Retter standard of living




f Hope to do as well as my parents did
Go on to Next Page 9
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65. How old are you now? a. Under 21 years






h 50 years nr more
66. Check any of the following you may have suffered from











67. Up until you were 12, about how often did you have
minor illnesses?
a Much more often than average
h More often than average
r About as often as average
d Less often than average
e Almost never
68. Between the time you were 12 and the time you were
21, how many times were you so sick that you had to
stay in a hospital?




d .9 nr more
69. During the last year, how many days did you lose from
work because you were sick?




d 10 nr more
e Was not working last year
70. During the last year, how many days did you lose from




d 10 nr more
e Was not working last year
71. Taking your life as a whole, how would you describe
your health?
a. Excellent
b. Better than average
c. About average
d Worse than average





Please say how true is this of your school by circling one of
the numbers on the right side of each statement.
KEY: 1 = never
2 = rarely occurs
3 = sometimes occurs
4 = often occurs
5 = very frequently occurs
1- Teachers closest friends are other
faculty members at this school. 1 2 3 4 5
2 . The mannerisms of teachers at this
school are annoying 1 2 3 4 5
3. Teachers spend time after school
with students who have individual
problems. 1 2 3 4 5
4 . Instructions for the operation of
teaching aids are available. 1 2 3 4 5
5. Teachers invite other faculty mem¬
bers to visit them at home. 1 2 3 4 5
6 . There is a minority group of teach¬
ers who always oppose the majority. 1 2 3 4 5
7. Extra books are available for class¬
room use. 1 2 3 4 5
8. Sufficient time is given to prepare
administrative reports. 1 2 3 4 5
9. Teachers know the family background
of other faculty members. 1 2 3 4 5
10. Teachers exert group pressure on
non-conforming faculty members 1 2 3 4 5
11. In faculty meetings, there is the
feeling of "let's get things done." 1 2 3 4 5
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SECTION I cont'd.
KEY: 1 = never
2 = rarely occurs
3 = sometimes occurs
4 = often occurs
5 = very frequently occurs
12. Administrative paperwork is burden¬
some at this school. 1 2 3 4
13. Teachers talk about their personal
life to other faculty members.- 1 2 3 4
14. Teachers seek special favors from
the principal. 1 2 3 4
15. School supplies are readily avail¬
able for use in paper work. 1 2 3 4
16. Student progress reports require
too much work. 1 2 3 4
17. Teachers have fun socializing
together during school time 1 2 3 4
18. Teachers interrupt other faculty
members who are talking in staff
meetings. 1 2 3 4
19. Most of the teachers here accept
the faults of their colleagues. 1 2 3 4
20. Teachers have too many committee
requirements. 1 2 3 4
21. There is considerable laughter
when teachers gather informally 1 2 3 4
22. Teachers ask nonsensical questions
in faculty meetings. 1 2 3 4
23. Custodial Service is available
when needed. 1 2 3 4
24. Routine duties interfere with the
job of teaching 1 2 3 4
25. Teachers prepare administrative

















KEY: 1 = never
2 = rarely occurs
3 = sometimes occurs
4 = often occurs
5 = very frequently occurs
26. Teachers ramble when they talk
in faculty meetings. 1 2 3 4
27. Teachers at this school show
much school spirit. 1 2 3 4
28. The principal goes out of his
way to help teachers. 1 2 3 4
29. The principal helps teachers
solve personal problems. 1 2 3 4
30. Teachers at this school stay by
themselves. 1 2 3 4
31. The teachers accomplish their work
with great vim, vigor, and pleasure. 1 2 3 4
32. The principal sets an example by
working hard himself. 1 2 3 4
33. The principal does personal favors
for teachers. 1 2 3 4
34. Teachers eat lunch by themselves
in their own classrooms. 1 2 3 4
35- The morale of the teachers is high. 1 2 3 4
36. The principal uses constructive
criticism. 1 2 3 4
37. The principal stays after school
to help teachers finish their work. 1 2 3 4
38. Teachers socialize together in
small select groups. 1 2 3 4
39. The principal makes all class
scheduling decisions. 1 2 3 4
40. Teachers are contacted by the


















KEY; 1 = never
2 = rarely occurs
3 = sometimes occurs
4 = -often occurs
5 = very frequently occurs
41. The principal is well prepared
when he speaks at school func¬
tions. 1 2 3 4
42. The principal helps staff members
settle minor differences. 1 2 3 4
43. Teachers leave the grounds during
the school day. 1 2 3 4
44. The principal schedules the work
for the teachers. 1 2 3 4
45. The principal insures that teach¬
ers work to their full capacity. 1 2 3 4
46. Teachers help select which courses;
will be taught. 1 2 3 4
4^7. The principal corrects teachers’
mistakes. 1 2 3 4
48. The principal talks a great deal. 1 2 3 4
49. The principal explains his reasons
for.criticism to teachers. 1 2 3 4
50. The principal tries to get better
salaries for teachers. 1 2 3 4
51. Extra duty for teachers is posted
conspicuously. 1 2 3 4
»CMin The rules set by the principal are
never questioned. 1 2 3 4
53. The principal looks out for the
personal welfare of teachers. 1 2 3 4
54. School secretarial service is



















SCute » Z-HTOS OCCUCS
ofcen occurs
very frequenrly occurs
3 5 . The principal runs t.he faculty
o'.oecir.c like a business ccnierence ]_ 2
*> 4 5
56 . The principal is in the building
before teachers arrive. 1 2 3 4 5
57 . Teachers wor.k together preparing
administrative reports. 1 2 3 4 5
53 . Faculty meetings are mainly
principal-report meetings 1 2 3 4 5
59 . Faculty meetings are orcanited
according to a tight agenda. 1 2 3 ! 5
5 0 . T.he principal tells teachers of
nev.' ideas he has run across. 1 2 3 .tn 5
61. Teachers talk about leaving rhe
school syste.m. Jm 2 3 5
62 . The principal checks the subject
matrer ability of teachers. 1 2 3 4 5
5 3. The principal is easy to under¬
seano . 1 •7 3 4 5
64 . Teac.hers are informed of the re¬
sults of a Supervisor's visit. 1 2 0 4 5
□ Always
1. □ Often
Put tii<‘ M't'iramiryoiir unit aliovt* □ Occasionally
tli«^ wrlfan* of any |H*ria>ii in it. □ Seldom
□ Never
□ Otien
2, □ Fairly often
(•ivf in to \uiir siiliiiniiaatcs in □ Occasionally
<lis<'iissiuns will) tlu'in. □ Once in a while
□ Very Seldom
□ A great deal
□ Fairly often
Knrnurage after-duty work by □ To some degree
person.s of your unit. □ Once in a while
□ Very seldom
□ Often
4. □ Fairly often
Try out your own new ideas in □ Occasionally













7. □ Fairly often
A.sk for more than llie persons □ Occasionally


















routines handed down to you. □ Never
□ Often
10. □ Fairly often
Help (>ersons iiinler you with their □ Occasionally










(mM the approval of |ktsous under □ Occasionally
>ou on ini|Mirtanl nialters before □ Seldom
going ahearl. □ Never
□ A great deal
i;i. □ Fairly much
Hesist ehanges in ways of rioing □ To some degree
things. □ Comparatively li
□ Not at all
□ Always
14. □ Often
A.ssign jMtrsons under you to par¬ □ Occasionally




S()cak in a manner nut to be □ Occasionally
questioned. □ Seldom
□ Never
□ A great deal
16. □ Fairly much
Stress importance of being ahead □ To some decree
of other units. □ Comparatively li
□ Not at all
□ Always
17. □ Often
Criticize a spccilic act rather than □ Occasionally




Let the |>crsoris under von ilo their □ Occasionally
work the way they think is best. □ Seldom
□ Never
□ Often
19. □ Fairly often
Do personal favors for persons □ Occasionally
under you. □
Once in a while
□ Very seldom
□ A great deal
20. □ Fairly much
Kmpliasize meeting of dearllines. □ To some degree
□ Comparatively h
□ Not at all
95
21.
insist tliiil voii Im‘ iiir(>rii)(*<i on
ilfcisions niailf by (mtsohs iitnlor
\ on.
•>•>
< )(T«t nrw ii|i|»r<iin'li<‘s to proliltMiis.
2;i.
'IVoat all |K?rsons ninlor yon as
vonr (-(iiials.
21.
He willing to make eliange.s.
25.
Talk about bow mtteb slionbl be
done.
26.
Wait for persons in your unit to
push new itieas.
27.
Hide witli an iron band.
28.
Hejeet suggestions for ebanges.
29.
Change the duties of persons un¬
der you without first talking it
over with them.
;h).
Deeide in detail what shall be
done and bow it .shall be done bv
□ Always □ Always
□ Often □ Often
□ Occasionally Soi* III it lliiit prrMiiis iiiiifiT yon □ Occasionally
□ Seldom an* working up to i.'apai-ity. □ Seldom
□ Never □ Never




.Stand lip for |M'i>on- nndi'r yon. □ Occasionally
□ Once in a while
rviMi tliongli it iiiaki'- yon nn|iop. □ Seldom
□ Very seldom
niar m itii otbi'rs. □ Never
□ Always □ Often
□ Often ;i;i. □ Fairly often
□ Occasionally Put siiggi'stions iiiado by piT>on.- □ Occasionally
□ Seldom in till* nnit into o|H*ralion. □ Once in a wt
□ Never □ Very seldom
□ Always □ Often




Hcfii.<ic to explain your ai'tioii.-i. □ Once in a wt
□ Never □ Very seldom
□ A great deal □ Often
□ Fairly much
35. □ Fairly often
□ To some degree
.\sk for saerificcs from person.-; □ Occasionally
□ Comparatively little
under you for the good of your □ Once in a wh
□ Not at all
entire unit. □ Very seldom
□ Always □ Often
□ Often _ 36. □ Fairly often
□ Occasionally Act without con.siilting |>cr.sons □ Occasionally
□ Seldom under you. □ Once in a wf
□ Never □ Very seldom
□ Always □ A great deal
□ Often 37. □ Fairly much
□ Occasionally "Needle" |)er.sons under you for □ To some deg
□ Seldom greater effort. □ Comparative
□ Never □ Not at all
□ Always □ Always
□ Often 38. □ Often
□ Occasionally Insi.st that everything be done □ Occasionally
□ Seldom your way. □ Seldom
□ Never □ Never
□ Often □ Often
□ Fairly often 39. □ Fairly often
□ Occasionally Encourage slow-working persons □ Occasionally
□ Once in a while in your unit to work harder. □ Once in a wl
□ Very seldom □ Very seldom





.Meet with the person.^ in your □ Occasionally














e. 11 — 13^
f.
4 . vKo< L/si/v'?
a. 1-2
b. 3 — 4






































































































































































































c. 1 7~1 8:f
d. 1 9^2 0:^











d. i^iz2 ■ sm
e.
14. ailSB^ISlCci 0 43-W±MlLy^O(i¥i^(5Il£l<%\<'T'-r*'?
a. i'Mmzim'^:ih
b. l^'^tC 11h1;!>'^>3 0
c. l3&»^(cl0iaT
d. I^fc2'* 3 0
e. i^LT3iML=S:V^
1 5. h\^T}WU h^LtLfzii-'?c.&mt<^hr>fztkiz^ tztizm\^rz





















































e. 6 — 7
f. 8^y:;{i'e?iia±
























^ 1&^ (3^ t*-o V' "C




































































b. 1 5 OTTRWT
c. 1 5 0-3 0 077n
d. 3 0 1 7J-4 5 OTTn
e. 4 sonmxh
4 0. 1 h<'h\^z^xhtfs%-LX'L i 5/j‘?
a. 1 5 OTjR
b. 3 0 OTTR
c. 4 5 07JR
d. GOOTjR




b. h ■ :fi-Y
c. S/••/h • ;^—H V''^V^
4 2. (^X'ti)^
a. KcL
b. 1 5 OTTRiilT
c. 1 5 0-3 0 077R
d. 3 0 177-4 5 077R
e. 4 5 177-7 5 077R







b. 2 0-4 0%
c. 4 1—6 0%
d. 6 1-8 0%
e. S0%l.:AJb
f.










4 7. v^':>6 3 tc^^:Iv^if *'?
a.
b.
c. H o *!<! t T&'^'V'




d. 7 57J-1 507JR
e. 1 5 177'-22 57TR
f. 2 2 677-3007TR
«. 30 l^-37 57irR
h. 37 67J-4507TR










b. 1 5 OTTRtlT
c. 1 5 077-2 2 577R
d. 2 2 677-3 0 OTJR




b. V'o L i
c. hhh(r>\±W.^^t^^ibh
d.
e. i:) ^ I'
Ci'ia^MHov'T









































a. V^O{>^,^o L J:






















































































































































































































































1 2 3 4 5
2. 5fe;£:^^zSo>L*S;{)‘^>S
1 2 3 4 5
3
1 2 3 4 5
4. 5fe4{i. l5:W^^^c7)lSv^A^cov^T^i5^^§^t
hZt^^Teh
1 2 3 4 5
5. 5t^feA{i. g^Cc^Sv^TV^^,




1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
-t ^ ^ A C








1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5














































































































































































































3 5 . 5tdfe:frcO±m{i^V^
3 6.
4 1. t § ,
4 2.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5





1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5











1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
























^tcJ®S{25*'Si LV' 1 2 3 4 5
2. ^'M
T-r^tiiT^Kc^^h(7>tz 1 2 3 4 5
miEc0fzi6lzB:^'^f-^:z-y^^X'^i 1 2 3 4 5
4.
T'§ ^V'J; 5 Jt' 1 2 3 4 5
5.
^ ;l ? /"vf 1 2 3 4 5







11. j; 0 mwnz
^/J‘■t^:•Cfcv^T J: < ,
15. ±mtm'^^j:Lizh'f umm)(r)mm^mib(>-h.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
16. }>h'J'''^cr)^mi^<<O^^X\ ^<DJ:diz
2 3 4 5
17. LTli, ^mz'i&W/)'^6(Dii^Mfci^fc
L(i Lifts LzX^6'^mf}^'^i 1 2 3 4 5




.¥v^^ t 2 3 4 5
120
1. -2..




5 . LT '?■ 3 L^v^.
2. S5Tfc<^^L'^v^T'(i^<3{c^s^3.




















































1 1. rrLv^#i.<7)^ffl{c^^^0 L^v^.
1 . V'O t L^V'.
2. L{^L(fL^v^.






5 . ifcLT L>w:V^.
122
19.
1 . LtfUd'-e a t^.
2. /j'^ora'-rs.
3. p^fcO'eati).







5 . :t< L^V^.



























4 . ?&i: L^V^.
5. :^<




















1 8. g?T{c, i±m$:$it6,















































5 . L^V^.3 2.
3 .















3 5. ggTic. h^£tz(r)^i^±^<r>tz^t,z^^^i\Lo
















3 8. 7jm^h^j:fzcO^ I ^ Ji 0 Z.















5 . i^iLT L^V^.
APPENDIX B - CORRESPONDENCES
REITAKU UNIVERSITY
Foreign Language Faculty
a-i-i, Hikarigaoka, Kashiwa-shi, Chiba-ken, 277 Japan
Telex 2975406 REITAC J
Telephone 0471-73-3605
June 12, 1986
Dr Johnnie L. Clark
Dean
Atlanta University ^BCEIi/ED JVH 2




Thank you very much for your letter regarding Ms Gloria
Clark to President Sentaro Hiroike of the Institute of
Moralogy, who is concurrently the president of Reitaku Uni¬
versity.
It's a pleasure for me to inform you that our Research
Center for International Cultural Affairs offers Ms Gloria
Clark an opportunity to stay and do research on our campus
as a visiting researcher for two months, with accomodations
in the girls' dormitory and board free of charge.
When she accepts our offer, we would like to know the
date of her arrival here as soon as possible.
Sincerely
Shigeru Taniguchi






BOARD OF EDUCATION MEMBI
Phil McGregor, Chairman





H. F^ul Womack, Jr,
Robert R. Freeman. Superintendent
3770 NORTH DECATUR ROAD, DECATUR, GA 30032 October 10, 1986
Ms. Gloria M. Clark
1881 Valley Ridge Dr., S.W.
Atlanta, GA 30331
Dear Ms. Clark:
This letter serves as permission for you to conduct your
dissertation research In the DeKalb School District.
As you know, our major focus In the school system Is to raise the
level of student achievement, therefore, you are expected to
adhere to the following criteria:
1. There must be an anonymity of the school system personnel
that may be used In the research.
2. You cannot Interfere nor take away any Instructional time
of students and teachers.
3. A completed copy of your research should be filed with my
office
You will be under the direction of Dr. Melvin Johnson, Area I
Assistant Superintendent. Please give him a call when you are
ready to begin your research. His telephone number is 243-0713.
If I may be of further help, please call me.
Yours truly.
Edward L. Boule, Sr.
Associate Superintendent
ELB:ocb
cc: Dr. Melvin Johnson
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I am a doctoral student at Atlanta University in the
School of Education. In order to complete my studies, I
must write a dissertation. My dissertation topic is "Leadership
Behavior of Elementary School Administrators.
Enclosed is a copy of the questionnaire that I would like
for you to fill out and return to me by August 15, 1986.
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